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Cotologing
loose-LeofPublicotions
Byron Cooper
publicationshaaecreated
numerous
oJloose-leaf
Currentpractices
in thecataloging
problensfor bothlibrariansand users.Manl of theseproblemsresultfrom the
It is arpublicationsinto a monographic
catalogingJormat.
ffirt tofit loose-leaf
guedthat library needsdemand,andAACR2 perhapspermits,thetreatmentof
publicationsas serials.
seaeral
tltpesof loose-leaf

puBLrcArroNSappear in loose-leaf binders. Often this format is
Mo^"
preferred for economic reasons over a stitched or glued binding for a
simple monograph and offers no cataloging challenge. But the treatment
of loose-leaf publications designed to be updated is one of the more intractable problems of descriptive cataloging. The conceptual approach
to loose-leaf publications is a theoretical question with serious practical
consequences.
Every year more loose-leaf works are published with accompanying
updating services. Since this format is expensive, loose-leaf services
have generally been available in the past only for subjects of interest both
to academia and to large, affluent professions, notably law, business,
and medicine. Rapid changes, especially those brought about by technological developments, have led to the growing use of the updated looseleaf format in many areas, including library cataloging itself.

CereLocrNc QuEsrroNs
Many of the problems of cataloging a loose-leaf publication will be apparent even to those who have never seen such a work. When it is updated, it gets new pages. The old pages may be superseded and discarded, or the new pages may simply be added to the end of the work. If
the present binders become too crowded, new binders are added and old
binders replaced. A new title page may be among the new pages provided every year or more frequently. A change in the title, the statement
of responsibility, the edition, the place of publication, and the name of
'
the publisher may create a "new manifestation' of the item.' Certainly
the text of the work and the date in the chief source of information will
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have changed. Furthermore, one "loose-leaf service" can consist of a
variety of publications. A periodica), amonographic series, severaf nonperiodicaf serial sets, and as many as fifteen loose-leaf volumes, each
performing a different function, may all be sent to those subscribing to
the service.
THE DEFINITION OF
LoosE-LEAF PUBLICATION
The second edition of the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules (AACR-2)
addirefers to "all loose-leaf publicatlons that are designed to receive
'
publication. This term,
tions, " but offers no further definition of loose-leaf
like many others in descriptive cataloging, is difficult to define- The
binder itself distinguishes the loose-leaf publication from most monographs. Many loosi-leaf publications, however, are published in pampn6tr usually frled at the end of the previously publ.ish_e{pamphlets.
They become almost indistinguishable from a periodical for which the
publisher supplies a storage binder.
At least thiee characteriitics, however, seem to be found among those
works commonly called loose-leaf publications. First, such works are
published in pages or pamphlets that are filed in a binder, usually- suppli.d b.fo.. or at the same-time as the pages or pamphlets, Second, the
iet is updated with pages or pamphlets that replace or add to theprevious
materi;l. Third, the set as a whole is integrated, at least by a digest system or an index that is supplied or cumulated nearly as often-as updating
pages or pamphlets are piovided. The essenceof a loose-leaf publication
is tle intigrafion of the updates with the previously published material.
TYPES OF LOOSE-LEAF PUBLICATIONS
Loose-leaf publications can be divided into three types: sequential, interpaginatedf and mixed. Sequential loose{eaf publications are those in
which new material, except for the index' is added by pages or pamphlets filed at the end of the existing material. These publications cause
iew problems and are routinely handled by the Library of Congress and
most other libraries as serials.
Interpaginated loose-leaf publications are those in which the new
prges o. plmphlets are interfiled within the existing work,^sometimes
iuperseding the existing material, sometimes adding to it. Of these there
are also twd types: (1) those intended to be continued indefinitely (or at
least until the need for revision is so substantial as to warrant reissuing
the trasic volumes) and (2) those that are superseded at regular intervals.
In something of a paradox, as explained below, those-intended to be continued indefinitely are treated by the Library of Congress as monographs, and those'regularly superseded are treated as serials.
"
Mixed publicationi are those in which part of the loose-leaf service or
treatise is-frled sequentially and part is interpaginated. If the only part
that is interpaginated is the index or digest, then there seems to tre no
problem with regarding the whole as a "serial" under cuffen_t practice.
if ttrot. than the-indeior digest is interpaginated, then the Library 9{
Congress tends to regard the whole ^s an i.rie.paginated monograph. If
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each part has its own title or subtitle, then each part can be given a bibliographic record appropriate to its type.
THE CoNsEeuENcEs oF CURRENT PBAcrrcEs
The fundamental problem in the descriptive cataloging of loose-leaf
publications of the interpaginated and mixed types has been the attempt
to force them into formats established for monographs. The consequences of forcing an infinitely changing work into a format designed for
a fixed, finite entity have been felt by both patrons and librarians.
Cataloging records for loose-leaf publications frequently mislead patrons looking for a particular ' ' edition' ' of a loose-leaf service or treatise .
Interlibrary loan requests are sent for loose-leaf works that no longer exist in any library, because the works have been updated with new title
pages. The treatment ofloose-leaf publications has failed dramatically to
meet one of Cutter's objectives for cataloging records, which is to assist
in the choice of a book as to its edition.'
Cataloging loose-leaf publications as monographs consumes inordinate amounts of staff time in constant revision of volume numbers,
dates, and other information on cataloging records. Complete sets often
must be recataloged and relabeled because of changes in title pages. The
key figure in this process becomes the serials check-in clerk, who must be
sufficiently aware of cataloging rules and practices to recognize significant changes, but not so sensitive that the catalogers are flooded with
every update to a loose-leaf service or treatise. The chief purpose of such
a work is severely undermined if the updates are backlogged in the cataloging department.
Updates for a loose-leaf service cataloged as a monograph usually cannot be controlled through an automated serials control system that is dependent upon a cataloging system, unless a separate serials cataloging
record is constructed for the updates. To construct such a record is the
philosophy of OCLC TechnicalButletin 704.aBut the guidelines in this bulletin do not directly answer the problem of what to do with updates that
do not have their own titles distinct from the works in which they are
interhled. Furthermore, it is troubling to find separate cataloging records for both the basic service and the updates, neither of which has any
frxed reality. The updates ceaseto exist as an entity when they are filed,
and the service as a whole is nothing more than the sum of the update s.
According to its stated policy, New Serial Titles (NST) does not include
loose-leafpublications.'In fact, a large number of interpaginated looseIeaf works are included.o But because the Library of Congiess and NSZ
guidelines exclude loose-leaf publications from serials treatment, other
union listings of serials routinely omit them as well. The continuing costs
of most loose-leaf public.ations are very high, and it is unfortunate that
current practices are inhibiting interlibrary control and sharing of looseleaf resources.
The International Standard Serial Number (ISSN) has proved very
useful in controlling and identifying serial publications. Through cooperation between the Library of Congress and the U.S. Postal Service
(USPS), the latter has adopted the ISSN as the preferred method of serial identihcation. The National Serials Data Program (NSDP) rou-
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tinely assigns an ISSN to a sequential loose-leaf work or to the updates of
an interpaginated one if the updates have atitle different from that of the
publication as a whole. Otherwise, the NSDP is reluctant to create a registry entry and no ISSN is assigned. The publisher must then use the
USPS number assigned by the post office, and the latter number is
nearly useless for control and automated searching and check-in procedures.
Srnrer, oR MoNoGRAPH?
Librarians' conception of what constitutes a "serial" unfortunately
became fixed before loose-leaf services were widely us_ed.The first looseleaf services in law were not developed until 1907.' Business services
were developed at the same time. Oxford lJniversity Press claims to
have developed the first medical loose-leaf service in 1920."
On the other hand, bv 1904 Cutter had alreadv defrned a serial as a
"publication issued in successiveparts, usually at regular intervals, and
continued indefinitely."'Cutter
need not have defined serial as he did.
He clearly formulated a dehnition based not on ordinary usage or lexical
considerations but on the usefulness of the definition to librarians. This
dehnition has, however, been strictly construed. Functional utility has
been disregarded. After all, the purpbse of special rules to describeserials was not to suggest the need for considerable shelf space but to create a
format capable of describing something incomplete that is undergoing
frequent change.
Cutter's defrnition was essentially retained in the 1908 and 7941 cataloging rules. By 1941 the Library of Congress had in practice already
begun to describe interpaginated loose-leaf publications as monographs.
There was some inconsistency in the treatment of individual items in the
description, but the monogiaphic format was often employed. This
practice was codified in the 1949 Rulesfor Descriptioe Cataloging in the Librarl of Congress,which was adopted by the American Library Association. Specifrc rules for describing loose-leaf publicationl^were included
in the chapter on "separately published monographr."'" The inclusion
of loose-leaf rules in the chapter for monographs was continued in
AACRl, in the revision of chapter 6, and in AACR2." The dehnition
gradually evolved so that it now states that a serial is a "publication in
any medium issued in successiveparts bearing numerical or chronological designations and intended to be continued indefinitely.""
Actually it has never been clear why the traditional defrnition cannot
apply to interpaginated loose-leaf publications. They are issuedin successive parts, even if they are not filed or bound successively. At the time
they are issued, they almost invariably bear both chronological designations and numerical designations (Release 219, Release220, etc.), even
though these designations may be lost at the time of filing. But many
loose-leaf services do retain such designations, and in fact the standard
legal citation format in some cases requires citation by the date on the
cited page, if there is one."
In addition, the application of the principle that a loose-leaf publication be intended to be continued indefinitely in order to be considered a
serial has been somewhat paradoxical. In Library of Congress practice,
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serial treatment has been denied to a loose-leaf publication that may per-

and the StandardFederal Tax Reporter.
A case can be made, however, that AACR2

requires interpaginated

been regarded as monographs.
Handling interpaginated loose-leaf publications as serials would facilitate the establishment of automated check-in records. It would improve
control through union listings and the routine assignment of ISSNs. In
the cataloging record itself, the serials format would give greater promi-
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nence to chronological designations and would enable catalogers to take
advantage of the bpportunities offered by the serials format to avoid
some of the frequent changes now required.
CoNcLUSIoN

tial economies in library operations. Merely recognizing the serial nature of an'interpaginated loose-leaf publication does not solve all of the
problems, but it is a necessary first step.
REFEBENCES
For "new rnanifestation," see "Library of Congress Rule Interpretations"" CatalogingSeruire
Bulletin12:3 (Spring 1981).
Anglo-ArrcricanCataloguing
Rules,2ded., ed. Michael Gorman and Paul W. Winkler
(Chicago: American Library Assn., 1978), p.65.
Charles A. 'Cutter, RulesJor a PrintedDittionaryCatalog(Washington, D.C. : Govt.
Print. Off., 1876),p.10.
a
OCLC, Inc., OCLC Technical
Bulletin,r'o.1O4(March 31, 1981).
5 . Neu SerialTitles:A UnionList of SerialsCommencing
PublicationafterDecember
31, 1949,
1950-1970cumulativeed. (Washington,D.C.: Library of Congress,1973),1:vii.
6 . Ibid. See,e.9., entrieson p.952, 1420-22.
7 . Peyton R. Neal, Jr., "Looseleaf Reporting Services," Laut LibraryJournal62:753
(May 1969).
B . Peter Sutcliffe , The Oxford UnioersitltPress.An Informal HisAry (Oxford: Clarendon
Press,1978),p.147-48.
9. Charles A. Cutter, Rulesfora Dictionaryt
Catalog,4th ed., rewritten (Washington,
D.C.: Govt. Print. Off., 190\, p.22.
10. Library of Congress, Descriptive Cataloging Division, R.ulesJor
DescriptiaeCanloging
intheLibraryofCongress
(Washington,D.C.: Libraryof Congress,19a\,p.20,22.
11. Anglo-AmericanCatalogingrRzles,North American Text, gen. ed., C. Sumner Spalding (Chicago: Arnerican Library Assn. , 1967), p.204, 207, 208; Anglo-American
CatalogingRules:Chapter6, Separately
PublishedMonograpis, North American Text (Chicago: American Library Assn., 1974), p.44,531.Anglo-American
Cataloguing
Rules,2d
I

ed., p.65.

1 2 . Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2d ed., p.570
1 3 .A UniJorm Systm of Citation, 13th ed. (Cambridge,
14.
15.
16.
17.

Mass.:

Harvard

Law Review

A s s n . , 1 9 8 1 ) ,p . 1 0 8 .
Anglo-American
Cataloguing
Rules,2d ed., p.65.
Anglo-AmericanCatalogingRules,p.345.
Angh-American
Cataloguing
Rules,2d.ed., p.568.
SeeClara D. Brown and Lynn S. Smith, ,SazalsFast,Present
andFuture,2d rev. ed.
(Birmingham. Ala.: EBSiO Industries, l9B0), p.9l ,118, 172; Andrew D. Osbort, SerialPublications:TheirPlaceand Treatmmtin Librarlas,3d ed. (Chicago: American Litrrary Assn., 1980),p.136. Even the generaleditor of AACR1 has refemedto
loose-leafpublications in a discussionof the problemsof serialscontrol. C. Sumner
Spalding, "Building, Controlling and Cataloging the Serials Collection," in
A.A.L.L. Institute for Law Librarians, Proceedings:
Cutting Cons in Acquisitionsand
Cataloging,AALL Publications series no.1 (South Hackensack, N.J.: Fred B.
Rothman & Co., 1960),p.18.

